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REALISTIC PLANNING FOR THE DAY CARE CONSUMER

In the rhetoric used to support an increasing national enthusiasm for
day care facilities -and child development programs there {s a strong ele-
ment of public disparagement of child care that is nrivately arranged.1 The
working mother's use of "unsupervised" netghborhood homes has been singled
out as an especially questionable form of day care,2 and the prevalence of
these {nformal arrangements is presumed Lo offer an index of need for or-
ganized day care factlities.® How valid is this reasoning? How well con-
firmed are the assumptions involved? Uoes the evidence support the assump-
tion that private arrangements provide an unsatisfactory quality of care?
And, of more practical significance, is 1t reasonable to assume that the
users of neighborhood day care would respond to alternative forms of day
éare if they were avaflable?

This paper takes fssue with these assumptions and argues that the wida-
spread non-use of organtzed facilities fs rooted in understandable paiterns
of day care behavior. The apparent recalcitrance of the day care consumer,
when examined closely, {s found to be a realistic choice amony alternative
child care arrangements. tach arrangement may be seen as a unique solution
for a complicated equation of famfly 1{ve in which belfefs and aspirations
are balanced by soclal expertence and the force of circumstances.

Professional perspectives on day care tend to emphasize the welfare
and development of the child, and this emphasis has been intensified by the
burgeoning interest in child development programs., It {s difficult to cri-
ticize official thinking about day care programs for being child-oriented;
day care smust indeed be evaluated in terms of its berefits to the child.
Yet this paper calls attention to the conditions under which day care re-
sources will be used -- efther used to the child's advantage or even used




at all. The lessons of Head Start research already point to the importance
of parental behavior and family differences as mediators of the child's suc-
cess in child development programs.4 And in his freedom to make supplemen-
tal child care arrangements of his own choosing, the day care consumer has
proved remarkably registant to the efforts of agencies to recommend the care
“of choice* for 1ts clients. Therefore, unlass the nation {s gofng to pursue
coercive poiicies and practices and attempt to dictate the choice of the day
care consumer, it behooves child welfare spokesmen to be less exclusively
preoccupied with what they themselves think is important about child care
and to pay serious attention to how day care arrangements are evaluated by
the users. The thesis of this paper {s that realistic planning for the day
care consumar calls for a pluralistic approach based on sympathrtic inquiry
into why people make the arringements that they do and how thay go about {t.

The most salient fact about the ¢hild care arrangements of working
mothers {s that a wide variety of relatives and non-relatives are being
pressed into child care service across the country, but that only a small
percentage of the children are served by organized day care facilities, For
full-time working mothers, a 1965 natfonal census® found 72% of the children
under six years of age cared for either at home or by kin. Eight percent
were in group day care facilities, efther public, voluntary, or commerciat,
while 20X were in out-of-home arrangements with non-relatives. As a result
of the new proyrams funded by the Office of Economic Opportunity and otner
efforts to provide high quality day care for children, new groups of chil-
dren have bezn reached, but the fact must be faced that probably 90X of
the children of working mothers remafn untouched by organized day care pro-
grams

whether from preference or from necessity, when familfes turn outside




the home and beyond kinship resources, they are most likely to make arrange-
ments for their children in the home of a friend, neighbor, babysitter, or
other non-relative. Almost all of these “family day care" arrangements are
unlicensed,® and they are contracted privately and informally at the neighbor-
hood level without benefit of social agency. According to conservative
official éstinates. over half a millton children urder six are in private
family day care arrangements at any gfven time.’

Evaluating Neighborhood Family Oay Care

How, then, should neighborhood day care be viewed? Is this a casual and
inherently unstable form of economic and social arrangement that results in
neglect and chaotic discontinuity of care for hundreds of thousands of chil-
dren? Or 1s this a creative, emerging cultural pattern of child care in which
a famfliar and nurturant care-giving nefghbor provides an "extended family" --
kith, though not kin -~ that has potential for enriciiing the 1ives of hundreds
of thousands of children?

The official bias 1s that thase arrangements are of doubtful quality a-
long *'1th all child care that 1s not supervised by an agency or provided by
a day care center. In the jargon of the child welfare field, these are “un-
supervised" arrangements, and they are unacceptable for that reason. In the
rhetoric of educators, social workers, and perhaps the public sector generally,
these arrangements are “"custodial” in nature and lacking in educational merit
or developmental enrichment. "Mere babysitting" 1s a frequently heard slur,
and even a wholesale charge of "neglect” is made. The Day Care and Child
Development Council of America, n a recent “Fact Sheet™8 lamented the $itua-
tion of ten and a half million children under 12 simply because they were not
in a day cave center, featuring this fact under the headline, "NEGLECT".
Uthers are apt to use the same figures as evidence of the need for day care
facilities.?




"Neglect," "mere babysitting" -- this rhetoric which stereotypes the
child care arrangements of a vast group of families {s used to promote a
“party 1i{ne" {in day care programming. Perhaps the disparaging language re-
flects widespread anxiety about the quality of child care or uncertainty
about how to evaluate it, and perhaps the concept is an effort to make a dfs-
tinction between minimal custodial care and the care that nurtures, stimu-
lates and enriches a child's 1ife. With astonishing Yack of logic, however,
the worst of private family day care is thus contrasted with the best of
group care in a child development center.

Available research findings_do not support any wholesale charge of neg-
lect against private family day care. Although dramatic instances of neglect
and substandard care can be citedlo, family day care is a solution that for
the majority of children fnvolved probably creates only subtle deprivations
mixed with subtle enrichments. Since most maternal employment requires the
use of supplemental child care resources, one might suppose that available
research on the effects of maternal employment on children would provide evi-
dence concerning the effects of different types of day care. So far, however,
studies of the effects of maternal employment have fafled to take into account
the varfous types of day care arrangements made for the child, qnd maternal
employrent status per se has not been found directly associated with adverse
effects on children.ll 1t {s irportant to bear in mind that many of the im-
portant factors determining outcomes for the child arise not from the form
of supplemental child care but from characteristics of the child, parental
behaviors, and from conditions of family Vife. It {s reascnable to be con-
cerned about the effects of extreme discontinuity and insufficiency of care,
and one might speculate about sorme of the more subtle possible effects of
child-rearing that fs shared with a sitter, but the impact of different types
of private family day care as special kinds of child-rearing environmeats have
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yet to be reported.

Although research 1s lacking that directly assesses the effects on chil-
dren, nevertheless, some research is available describing the attributes of -
nefghborhood day care. The working mothers themselves, for example, for the
most part have reported family day care to be a moderately satisf. ctory solu-
tion despite the strains {nherent in ft. Generai]y favorable global {mpres-
sfons of sitters by working mothers were reported by Perryl? {n a Spokane
study, and the 1965 special census found only aoproximately 10X of the family
day care children in at least “somewhat unsatisfactcry" arrangaments, accord-
ing to the mothers' reports.]3 In a probability sample of urban families,
however, Ruderman found that 31% of family day care users reported a moderate
or higher level of dissatis/action with their arrangements, and described
some of the strains fnvolved in this form of care.l4 1In a New York sample
that was less representative but more intensively studied, Willner found
reason to be concerned about substandard housing conditfons but not about
the caretakers tnemselves as persons whom ho describud generally as "quali-
fied", “warm*, and “mature, responsible women.*1d

The women who use or provide private family day care have proven somewhat
resistant to survey research, with the result that samples are apt to be bfased
toward the more successful and presentable examples of family day care.16
A research project in Portland, Oregon known as the Fiald Study of the Neigh-
borhood family Day Care Systen.17 has made an effort to study as wide a range
as possible in the workinj mother's use of neighborhood babysttters for the
child under six. The Field Study used informal social networks at che neigh-
borhood level to locate sample for longitudinal studies of family day care
arrangenents.18 From this nefghborhood vantage point one is {wpressed inf-
tially with the amount of turnover in arrangements and with the difficulty
of aaking stable arrangements., In view of the instability of many arrange.




ments, questions regarding the insufficiency of care in any given arrangement
are matched in importance by the problem of discontinuity of care. There
are mothers who make one unsatisfactory arrangement after another, exposing
their children to chaotic, discontinuous care. On the other hand, there

are mothars who have minaged to find and to maintain stable family day care
arrangements that last many years.

One's perspective on the stability of family day care arrangements {s
determined very much by the kind of sample one {s able to observe. The Field
Study has fncluded several independent samples, each of which is somewhat
different in 1ts sampling characteristics but which together suggest what
kind of stability may be expected for family day c&re arrangements. The
duration data for these samples are shown in Table 1 in order of {increasing
duvation. The samples of terminated day care arrangements, known through
the unofficial neighborhood network of the project's Day Care Neighbor Ser-
vice, have been uniformly of short duration -- a medfan duration of some-
what less than two months -- while a sample of current family day care ar-
rangements made by working mothers for their children under $ix had a median
duration of s¥x months at the time of interview, and a subsequent followup

revealed that 533 were lasting one year or longer,

Table 1 here.

1t {s to be expected, of course, that samples of efther new or terminated
arrangements will show short durations because such samples draw heavily from
those whose patterns of day care are characterized by turnover. On the other
hand, it 1s also to be expected that samples of continuing arrangements, that
{s, arrangements that are sampled while they are still current and viadle,
are more likely to include the stable longer lasting arrangements. Although




Table 1
Median Durations of Independent

Samples of Nefghtorhood Family
Day Care Arrangements

Sampie Characteristics Median Duration

367 terminated arrangements known about
through Day Care fiefghbor Service,
3/1/68 - 2/28/69. 1 - 2 months

35 terminated arrangements of working
mothers receiving supplementary AlX
assistance, interviewed spring, 1966. 2 months

180 new arran?ements {panel study) loceted
through classified ads, nefghborhood
contacts, employment, 1968-70. 3 months

22 continuing arrangements from nefghbor-
hood survey, resurveyed 1 year later,
1965, 6 months
146 continuing arrangements of working
mothers located through employment,
1967-68.
at the tim of interview 6 months

at the time of followup 1 year



it cannot be assumes that a short arrangement is necessarily a preblem for the
mother or bad for the child, there was sufficient evidence of diffizulty both
in making and mafintaining family day care arrangements o warrant attention

to the problem of stabflity. Findings from this project, which will be re-
ported in subsequent papers, throw 1i{ght on the sources of stability or insta-
bility for the often quite different types of family day care that may he
found, The duratfon data point up the fact that day care outcomes are not
simply characteristics of the day care resource but are dependeﬁt upon the

conditions and contingencies of use.

Alternatives to Neighbtorhood Family Day Care

It is fruitful to shift one's attention from {ssues of quality of care
to utilfzation fssues -- to questions about the conditions under which pro-
grams or care resources will he used by the day carve consumer. Even when
there {s reason to be concerncd at least about some proportion of the family
day care arrangements that are made in the private sector of society, the
question still remains as to what approaches offer some 1{kelihood of being
effrrtive in tackling the problem. Soctety's answer to unsupervised arrange-
ments has been efther to attempt to set standards for the regulation of pio-
prietary efforts through day care lficensiny programslg or to compete with the
private, informal care resources through direct provision of day care of high
quality in an agency program, efther in day care centers or in supervised
fanily day care homes.20 Both of these approzches, however, have serfous
1imitations.

Even the Yicensing approach has fafled to make & significant {mpact on
either the users or givers of private family day care. 1In Oakland, Californfa,
for example, Rudermen found only 250 forwal agency approved family day care




homes but an estimated population of several thousand women giving family day
care on an informal, unlicensed basis.21 The probability sample of Oakland
mothers revealed that the "informal chiid care industry" accounted for at
least 102 of the womzn's occupations -- twice the number doing domestic work.
None of these were l1icensed homes, however, in a stafe where there s a 1i-
censing law that calls for the regulation of all out-of-home care by non-rela-
tives. A similar pattern was found in six urbanized areas and in one ruval
county surveyed in the Ruderman study. One must conclude, it seems, that

the private viorld of family cay care probably is destined to remain untouched
by agency programs unless radically new ways are found to reach beyond the
traditional boundaries of agency influence.

| The prevailing agency approach to day care has already réceived extended
historical?? and sociologica123 critique. It is small wonder that agency
family day care programs have remained small 1in scope, cdnsidering the ela-
borate formal requirements of professionally supervised family day care.
According to the traditiunal approzch, fanily day care is presented to the
community as a social agency service based on a diagnostic asséssment of a
family problem in which the agency makes & decision about whether d;y care

is an appropriate alternative .24 Day care, then, becomes a planned "placement"
as a type of "foster care" in which the\agency plays a major role in selec-
tion and supervision of the placement. This model requires the potential
user of day care to call or present himself to a social agency and to accept
its services. The agency for its part must recruit not only the user of the
service but also the givers of care to become certified and supervised
"foster day care mothers."

Why have agency family day care programs failed to attract the vast

majority of potential users? Kuderman25 and Mayer26 have pointed to the

problem-oriented character of the services offered as unattractive, to the




gencral consumer, But there is another reason which is perhaps mre funda-
mental. There is really no compelling basis for believing that the tasks of
finding, selecting,and making child care arrangements can be performed better
by experts than by the individual parties to an arrangement.27 Quite the
contrary, the selection process is too subjective, subtle, and complex to be
substituted for by the rational decision-making of another person -~ eépec-
ially since no body of knowledge exists on which an expert could base his
match-making decisfon. In view of the magnitude of unsupervised day care
activity, all that a large scale family day care service probably should
expect to accomplish is indirectly to influence the natural processes by which
families go about making their child care arrangements.

Perhaps the most popular official answer to unsupervised child care ar-
rangements is the development ¢f the group care facility -- the day care
center. It {s widely assumed that if only there were more day care facilities,
day care needs would be met. What this assumption 1gnorés. however, are the
many powerful constraints on use of day care facilities.

Even where waiting lists show evidence of day care need, group care faci-
Jities have suffered from a curious symptom -- that of underenrollment.
Ruderman found that organized day care facilities across the country tend to
be underenrolled. In Oakland 71% of the day care centers were underenrolled
but “underenrollment dominates the picture everywhere.'?8 Nursery schools
and family day care homes also reported underenrollment.

Why is there under-use of organized facilities despite-evidence of unmat
need and unmet requests for care? According to Ruderman,

The answer . . . lies in a lack of congruence between existing
programs and existing needs. This involves problems of locz~
tion and transportation; lack of public knowledge of existing

facilities; a welter of restrictions, requiremeits and prior-
ities; and frequent poor quality. But perhaps the most basic
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cause is the absence of a comprehensive philosophy of supple-
mentary child care service, within which day care could be de-
veloped as a good and attractive form of supplewmentary child
care, rather than as elther a social work service to troubled
families, or a commercialized form of custodial care. Day care
at present is largely unrelated to the actggl total needs for
supplementary child care in the conmunity.

Of course, the character of organized day care may be changing. Although
the quality ratings from two studies30 of day care centers are not uniformly
favorable, it §s likely that significant improvements in the adequacy of
group-care programs will be seen in the future, when they are coupled with
more flexitle and comprehensive efforts to provide day care and related ser-
vices to tie comunity. A number of recent studies suggest that group day
care may have enrichment possibilities even for the very young child.31
Nevertheless, even with the improvements in care made possible by the new
federal programs, it is still unlikely that organized facilities will attract
more than a limited proportion of day care consumers. The reasons have to

do with inevitable problems of utilization.

Some Determinants of Day Care Use

Why make such a pessimistic prediction? It {s because the crucfal issue
is not so much whether or not the day care resource‘offers high quaiity of
care but what, in addition, are the other conditions that determine the use
of day care résources. In spite of sophisticated thinking ébout standards
for day care, the field is just beginning to do its elementary homework on
the problem of utilization. Little attention has been given, for example,
to the way in which day cave users perceive the benefits to the child or to
themselves and how these benefits balance with the realistic requirements of
families for child care arrangements that are conveniently located, flexible
in hours, responsive to emergencies, dependable, and reasonable in cost.

Equalliy compelling requirements for the day care user may be social experience
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and basic sources of preference for arrangements that are congenfal in values,
socially approachable, comfortably familiar, and manageable in the contrac-
tual and personal relationships involved.

The utilization issue is 11lustrated by the experience of Operation
Alphabet, a project in Philadelphia which found creative solutions to the
.day care problems of AFDC families.

We were assuming that AFDC mothers would welcome the opportunity

to place their children in approved day care centers. As a few

::g::g;?: 3?3252 :gkg?sgers were referred to them. Most of the
The project became successful when it adapted flexibly to the 1ife styles of
the families themselves, accepting their expressed preference for neighbors
and friends as their child care resources.33

It should bé recognized that the factors determining non-use of organ-
ized facilities invblve far more than the age limitations for group care or
other constraints imposed by the facility 1tself as a matter of policy.
Although utilization factors are many, complex, and interrelated, it will
suffice to discuss the significance of only three: family size, physical
distance from home to the day care resource, and stated preference for type
of care.

Perhaps the most important constraint upon the ability of a family to
use a group care facility is family size -- the number of children in the
family who could need this type of arrangement. But it is important to re-
cognize that the same is true for neighborhood sitters and for relatives
used for out-of-home arrangeusents. Ruderman found only one child per arrange-
ment in 75% of day care center usage and in 70% of care by neighborhood
sitters.3¥ In screening 494 workihg mothers for one of the samptes of the
Field Study in Portland, Oregon, families with two or more children in an

arrangement were less likely to have made an cut-of-home arrangement by a
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thirty-two percentage difference. See Table 2. Census data repovted by
Low and Spindler also show care in own home to be associated with family
size.3% This re]ationship probably can be explained most readily on the
basis of the relative cost and inconvenience of making arrangements for
out-of-home care for increasing numbers of children, Larger families also

have more "built-in" child care resources at home,

Table 2 here.

How great is the physical distance from home that a working mother cén
rmanage conveniently? The Ruderman data show that a third of center users
live less than five minutes away, while 70% of family day care users are
within five minutes of the day care home.36 ,nough a center may take pride
in the distance people will travel for the benefits of its program, Ruderman
reports that distance is éssociated with dissatisfaction with the arrangement.37
Pefhaps institutional programs assume too much plasticity in human wil-
ingness to do what is inconvenient or unfamiliiar. Just as one might study
the habitat selection of b1rds,38 one can observe how far people tend to go
in making neighhorhood day care arrangements. There {is value simply in re-
cognizing that'although working mothers will go considerable.distancgs foffa
desirable sitter, most neighborhood sitters are indeed found c]csé'to home .
Table 3 shows that for 85% of a sample of relatively stab1e; current family
day care arrangemants the distance between the hoﬁe of the working mother
and the home of her sitter was within two wiles. More interesting, however,
is that 17% of the arrangements wgre”héit door or across the street, and,
measuring distance not as the‘i;;w flies but is one walks around a city block,
one must keep doubling tﬁ; distance in order to find the same increment in

number of arrangements. Only when working mothers were traveling more than




Table 2

Type of Current Child Care Arrangement
by Number of Children in Arrangement

Type of Arrangement Humber of Children
1 2 or more
Out of home* | 77% | 45%
In home and combination** 23% | 55%
_

N=230 N = 264

*  Includes relatives, family day care, and day care
centers,

**  Includes husband, sibling, other relatives, sitters
in, and combinations.
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4

2 miles did they tend to agree with the statement, "My sitter 1ives too far

away to be convenient."

Table 3 here.

The proximity of actual family day care arrangements represents an under-
estimate of the potentially available neighborhood day care resources, since
a working mother may 1ive three doors down from a potential sitter without
knowing it or feeling comfortable about approaching her without some third-
pérty acting as an intermediary. That such third parties perform a ﬁatch-
making role became a basis for the establishment of the Day Care Neighbor
Service which will be discussed below.

One of the first questions that is asked about the users of family day
care is whether or not they prefer it as an alternative form of supplemental
child care. It is assumed that people would use day care centers if they
were conveniently located. In the preference data reported by Rudefman. 44%
of the whites and 82% of the Negroes who had out-of-home arrangements with a
neighbor, friend or babysitter, stated that they probably would use a day care
center if there were such a place near by.39 Willner's study of Family Day
Care Usefs in Neh York City in a sample predominantly Puerto Rican and Negro
found results similar to Ruderman's for the Negro population. Willner re-
ported that family day care was a second choice of care for four-fifths of
the mothers interviewed,with group care as the first choice .40

A Portland sample of working mothers who were white and largely middle-
class?! showed a pattern of preferences quite different from the Willner
sample and simi]ar but more extreme than the white sample from the Ruderian
study. Seventy-two percent of the Portland women using family day care re-

ported preference for family day care over group care in vesponse to the item,




Table 3

Distance to the Sitter's Home for Current
Family Day Care Arrangements of Working

Mothers

Dis tance

Next door or across the street
Within 1 or 2 blocks

Within 1/4 mile

Within 1/2 mile

Within 1 mile

Within 2 miles

Within 4 miles

Within 8 miles

Cumulative
Percent

17
32
44
60
72
8%
95
97

N = 104 arrangements




14

“I would rather have my child at the home of a sitter than at a day care
center,"d¢

The women of this sample were located through places of employment,
and the sample represents a relatively stable group of working mothers who
‘succeeded in making relatively stable family day care arrangements. For
example, 65% had lived at the same address a year or more, 75% had been
working mothers a year or more, and 66% had been on the same job a year or
more. It should be pointed out, though, that job continuity was not matched
by continuity of the chilu care arrangement. Of the lld mothers who had
worked a year or more, 84% had been obliged to find at least one additional
child care arrangement during this time. The median number of their pre-
vious arrangements was two. Neverthcless, 53% of the sampled arrangements
lasted at least'a year. The sample did repiresent a relatively stable group
oflfamily day care arrangements, most of which were perceived by the mothers
and sitters as satisfactory on a number of dimensions. '

Although the preference data reported above are based on family day care
arrangements for children urder six years of age, it is clear that oitly the
older children in this sample would be eligible for group care facilities.
Thus, one might ask whether the preference would hold up for children of
group care age in contrast to infants and toddlers. Table 4 shows the pre-
ferences reported by mothers who had only one child in the family day care |
arrangement. The preference for family day care over group care increases
slightly fof mothers with children of group care age. It seemﬁ reasonable
to interpret this data as attributable to sample loss in the older group;
that is, if a mother preferred group care, then she might well have placed
her child in group care and would not have shown up in the sample of family

day care users. This evidence is consistent with the view that, while some
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family day care usars are recruitable to group care, there also exists a re-
sidual group of family day care users who actually prefer the kind of arrange-

ment that they made.

Table 4 here.

Utilization Behavior as the Key to Quality of Care

A stated preference 15 a comparative judgment that by itself tells us
1ittle about the strength or plasticity of the preference, nor does it tell
us what the preference is based on.43 The approach of the Field Study is to
erlore tn considerable detail the working mother's own evaluation of her
arrangement, as well as the sitter's evaluation of the same arrangemcnt.

What are the important sources of satisfaction and dissatisfaction in the
arrangement for both parties in relation to their own values and expectations?
The next and more {important fissue then becomes one of identifying the condi-
tions under which the working mother will make an arrangement that is satis-
factory to her, that is satisfactory to her sitter, and to the child, and
that will endure if they want it to.

In view of the relatively inconsequential impact of 1icensing programs
on family day care, it §s important to face squarely the question of whether,
or to what extent, society can rely updn the evaluations and efforts of the
privately contr-cting parties to the family day care arrangement. A complex
set of {ssues {s involved in their evaluations of their arrangements and a
complex set of objective circumstances is 1nvoived in influencing thefr day
care attitudes and behavior. Nevertheless, the evidence so far supports the
conclusion that working mothers do form lively evaluative impressions of

their neighborhood sitters and of the effects of the arrangement on their




Table 4

Preference for Fanily Day Care over Day Care
Center by A??dOf Child for Working Mothers

with One Ch in a Family Day Care Arrangement
(Percentages)
Prefers Family Day Age of Child
Care to Day Care
Center Under 4 4 orb
Yes 68% 79%
No 32% 1%

e ee—

100% 100%

N=73 N = 34

e e e e ——————
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children.44 However, it is also evident that some of these same mothers
are pressed to act contrary to their own evaluations under force of economic
circumstances and other pressures.

What is advocated is a shift in attitude and approach. Traditional,
official models 6f day care planning have relied heavily on the assumption
that quality of care is primarily a characteristic of the care resource --
of the person who gives care, of the setting in which care is provided, and
of the program itself. This paper emphasizes the role of the day care user,
and argues for the development of a model in which quality of care is seen
as a product of a system of behaviors between the users and providers of
child care. By identifying the determinants of use of different types of
day care, then cne can direct one's attention along preventive lines toward
the development of policies and practices that could change the rates at
which working mothers make unsatisfactory child care arrangements.

The Field Study, for exampie, includes one such approach called the Day
Care Neighbor Service, in wiich 1ntervent10n is accomplished indirectly at
the neighborhoud level. Families are reached by providing consultation to a
network of Day Care Neighbors who in turn help potential users and givers of
family day care to find 2ach other and to make mutually satisfactory arrange-
ments. Through the comunication channels of this network the aim is to in-
fluence in modest ways the quality and continuity of care that is offered
in private day care arrangements.45

Multiple approaches are needed, including the development of accessible
group care facilities and child development progrims that are responsive to
the realistic needs of familfes. In addition tp programs for out-of-home
care, high priority should be given to devisihg attractive and econonicaliy

feasible ways of cultivating the potentials of the sitter who comes into the
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home. In sum, we need a pluralistic approach that seeks to understand
the varied needs of the day care consumer and that pursues child develop-
ment objectives within a context of programs designed to Strengthen the

contributions of supplerental child care to family life.
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